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18886. Misbranciing and alleged adulteration of. Coliverol. U. S8, v, 20
Drums of Colivercl, Froduct adjndged misbranded; released e~
der bond. (R, & D. No. 28841, I. 8. No. 08425, 8. No. 20565.)

On or about June 29, 1929, the United States attorney for the Northern Dis-
trict of Illinois, acting upon a report by the Secretary of Agriculture, filed -in
the District Court of the United States for said distriet a libel praying. seizure

cand condemnation of 20 drums of Coliverol at Chicago, I, alleging that the
article had been shipped by the Silmo Chemical Co., from Vineland, N, J., June
1, 1929, and transported from the State of New Jersey into the state of Illinois,
and charging adulterativn and wisbranding in violation of the food and drugs
act as amended. , _

Analysis of a sample of the article by this department showed that it consisted

essentially of oit (38 per cent) and ground lmestone containing some caleinm
- bydroxide. The oil did not cohtorm to the specifications of the U. 8. Pharma-
copeeia for cod-liver oil, in that it contained excessive free futty acids and
materially higher saponitication and fodine numbers. Examination for vitamins
showed that the article was virtually devoid of vitamin A potency and that the
vitamin D potency was approximately one-fifth that of a good grade of cod-liver
oil. '

It was alleged in the libel that the article was adulterated in that it was sold
under the tfollowing professed standard of strength, quality, and purity, (label)
“A dried emulsion of cod liver 0il,” whereas the strength, quality, and purity
of the article fell below such standard, A -

Misbranding was alleged for the reason that the statements, “ Coliverol * and
“Dried emulsion of cod liver oil,” Dborme on the labels, were false and mis-
leading. Misbranding was. alleged for the further reason that the following
statements regarding the therapeutic effects of the said article, borne on the
labels, “ Coliverol increases egg laying * and “ Coliverol is g wonderful builder,”
were false and fraudulent in that the article contained no ingredient or combi-
nation of ingredients ecapable of producing the effects claimed. ‘ :

- On September 4, 1929, the Silmo Chemical Co. (Iuc.), Vigeland, N. J., claim-
ant, having admitted the allegations of the libel and having consented to n
judgment. of condemnation, a decree was entered finding the product mig-
branded ana Jordering that it be released to the said claimant upon payment of
costs and the execution of g bond in the sum of $1,000, conditioned in part
that the labels, “ Dried emulsion of cod liver oil,” * Coliverol increases egg
laying,” and -“ Coliverol is a wonderful builder,” be remtoved from the said
-drums and that the article should not be sold nor disposed of contrary to law.
- ARIEUR M. Hypg, Secretary of Agrioulture,

16867, Adulteration and misbranding of ether. U, §, Y. 213 34.1b. Cawns,
et al., of Kithey, Default deerees of condewmnntion, forfeiture,
and destruction. (I, & D, Nog, 23872, 23919. I, S. Nos. 08525, 08576,

8. Nos. 2160, 2061.) o .

On July 8, 1928 and August 9, 1929, respectively, the United States attorney
for the District of Massachusetts, acting upon reports by the Secretary of
Agriculture, filed in the District Court of the United States for said district
libels praying seizure and condempation of one hundred and fifteen 1-pound
cans, one hundred and forty L-pound cauns, and two. hundred and thirteen
Ya-pound cans of ether, remaining in the original unbroken packages at Boston,
Mass., alleging that the article bad been shipped by the American Solvents &
Chiemical Corporation from Albany, N, Y., in various congignments, on or about
January 21, March 28, und July 18, 1929, respectively, and transported from
the State of New York into the State of Magsachusetts, and charging adultera-
tion in regard to a portion of the article, and adulteration and misbranding in
regard to the remainder thereof, in violation of the food and drugs act. The
article was labeled in part: “Anesthesia Ether.”

Analysis of 4 sample of the article by this department showed that the ether
contained peroxide. _ . :

It was alleged in the libel that the article was adulterated in that it was sold
under a name recoguized in the United States Pharmacopoeia, and differed
from the standard of purity as determined by the test laid down in said phar-
macopeeia, in that it contained peroxide. ’

Misbranding was alleged with respect to & portion of the article for the
reason that the statement © Hther,” borpe on the Dackages containing the said
article, was false and misleading in that the said statement represented the
article to be ether as defined in the United States Pharmacopoeia, whereas it
was not ether as defined in said pharmacopeia, since it contained peroxide.




